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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 ,-3, 1 1 , 1 4, 49, 50, 53, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanda et al (United States Patent 5,348,013) in view of Wood et al. 
(United States Patent 5,71 5,823). 

With regard to claims 1,11, and 53, Kanda et al teaches an ultrasonic inspection 
system that includes an inspection system with a probe and a main body (fig. 5, parts 2 
and 1000), a computer (col. 8, lines 63+), a data storage section (fig. 35, part 619) for 
storing specimen inspection data (col. 6, lines 24-25), and wherein the data is reception 
level data (col. 6, lines 15-16) and the computer including means for comparing recent 
data to a predetermined setup value (col. 26, lines 13-18 & 54-57). Kanda et al does not 
teach the computer being a "host" computer and does not teach a plurality of 
inspection systems being connected to a host computer through a transmission line. 
Wood et al teaches a host computer connected to a plurality of ultrasonic inspection 
systems (fig. 1 6), each with it's own storage unit (fig. 1 , part 24), and the ultrasonic 
inspection system receiving reception level data (fig. 1, part 12 & col. 2, lines 62+) and 
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transferring this data to the host (col. 13, lines 1-5). Wood et al does not specify the data 
being compared to a predetermined value, however. Since Wood et al and Kanda et 
al both teach ultrasonic inspection systems in which data is stored and processed by a 
computer, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of 
the invention, to modify Kanda et al, so that multiple inspection systems are connected 
together and the data transferred to a main unit or host computer, as taught by Wood 
et al, in order to improve efficiency and cut costs by operating a plurality of systems 
from a main host unit. 

With regard to claim 3, Kanda et al teaches the inspection system comprising a 
determination means (fig. 5, part 24). 

With regard to claim 14, Kanda et al teaches a probe data reception means for 
receiving data of the probe (fig. 5, part 3). 

With regard to claims 49 and 54, Kanda et al teaches the system comprising a 
display section (fig. 5, part 14). 

With regard to claim 50, Kanda et al teaches the system having a data 
management function and the ultrasonic probe being provided with a storage device 
for storing characteristic data (fig. 5, part 21 ). 

3. Claims 4-7, 46-48, 51, and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanda et al. (United States Patent 5,348,013) in view of Lather et al. 
(United States Patent 4,240,281 ). 

Kanda et al does not teach the ultrasonic inspection system comprising of a 
probe test. Lather et al teaches an automatic self-checking of test equipment 
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consisting of a probe comprising a T/R circuit (fig. 1 , part 4), waveform-processing 
circuit (fig. 1, part 6), data storage for storing probe data (fig. 4, parts 6 and 19), and 
control section (fig. 1 , part 8). Lather et al teaches opposing the probe to a test object 
(fig. 1 , part 1 ), collecting data from the T/R circuit when probe is excited (col. 2, lines 5- 
10), disconnecting the probe from the T/R circuit and collecting a second data (col. 1, 
lines 58+), and determining whether the probe is abnormal based on the tests (col. 2, 
lines 25-34). Since Kanda et al and Lather et al are both within the art of operating 
ultrasonic data-collecting equipment, and because Lather et al teaches the benefits of 
probe self-test, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention, to modify Kanda et al, so that the inspection system includes a probe 
test means, as taught by Lather et al, so as to receive the benefits of saving system 
down-time and improving data accuracy. 

4. Claims 9, 1 0, 1 2, and 1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanda et al. (United States Patent 5,348,013) in view of La Pierre 
(United States Patent 5,951 ,611). 

Kanda et al does not specify the inspection system having a change 
comparison means. La Pierre teaches a method of analyzing trend data of an engine 
in which difference between the most recent data and the preceding data is 
compared to a threshold (fig. 1 , step 1 6 & col. 1 , lines 45+). Since Kanda et al and La 
Pierre are both within the art of defect inspection, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to modify Kanda et al, so that a 
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change comparison means is included, as taught by La Pierre, so as to receive the 
benefit of enhanced data accuracy. 

5. Claim 1 5 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Kanda et 
al. (United States Patent 5,348,013) in view of Senba (JP-404310859A). 

Kanda et al also does not teach the data being predetermined data in 
components making up the system body. Senba, as best can be determined by the 
reference, teaches an inspection system that include component data reception 
means for receiving predetermined component data (abstract). Because Kanda et at 
and Senba are both within the art of specimen inspection, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to modify Kanda et al, so 
that the ultrasonic inspection system receives data in components making up the 
system body, as taught by Senba, in order to minimize breakdowns and improve 
reliability. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 3/1/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the combination of Kanda and Wood fails to teach at 
least the feature of the host computer which "includes reception level comparison 
means for comparing most recent data of the reception level data or an average of 
continuous reception level data pieces containing the most recent data with a 
predetermined reception level setup value", as claimed. 
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The Examiner disagrees. 

The previous Office Action included the citation of col. 26, lines 13-18 & 54-57 of 
Kanda et al., to address this limitation. Lines 54-57 of the reference discloses that signal 
levels of the echo signals are compared with the threshold level Vt. 

Lines 13-18 and additionally col. 26, line 62- col. 27, line 3, specifically address the 
use of average values in these steps. 

The Examiner therefore maintains that the reference to Kanda et al. includes this 
limitation. 

The Applicant asserts the absence of a determination means for analyzing the 
specimen inspection data and determining whether or not a specimen contains a 
defect and asserts that the Examiner has not addressed this limitation in the previous 
rejection. 

The Examiner considers this limitation to be addressed by the citation addressed 
in the argument above, the figure referred to in that citation and an overall 
understanding of the pertinent art as is more specifically addressed in the Background 
(col. 1 , lines 9-21 ) of Kanda et al. 

The Figure referred to is 39C, which shows the use of threshold level Viand 
judgment results of "good" or "no good" with respect to the signal levels of the echo 
signals. The Background provides the context that the ultrasonic apparatus is a 
diagnostic apparatus for improving mage qualities of acquired ultrasonic images with 
respect to unequal portions within a biological body based upon fluctuations in arrival 
times of echo signals. 
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In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 
(CCPA 1 981 );/n re Merck & Co., 800F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Therefore the Examiner believes that under this interpretation of the art, the 
combination of references suggests Applicant's claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

United States Patents 

5,339,81 5 to Liu et al. teaches a method and apparatus for analyzing an 
ultrasonic image that includes a host computer and threshold comparison. 

4,799,168 to Sarr teaches an ultrasonic inspection system which uses echo pulse 
gate reference levels. 

4,004,454 to Matay, teaches an ultrasonic inspection system that provides 
automatic distance amplitude compensation. 

3,640,122 to Nusbickel, Jr., teaches an ultrasonic defect signal discriminator 
which uses a ratio alarm. 
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8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed 
until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened 
statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension 
fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory 
action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anthony Gutierrez whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-221 5. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc Hoff can be reached on (571 ) 272-221 6. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



Anthony Gutierrez 




5/12/06 



MARC S. HoFF 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
" '"OLOGY CENTER 28C0 




